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WAGE STABILIZATION BOARD 


OcTéBER 18 (legislative day, OcroBEeR 1), 1951.—Ordered to be printed 


Mr. Humpurey, from the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
submitted the following 


REPORT 


Together with the 


INDIVIDUAL VIEWS OF MR. TAFT 


Tue Disputes Functions oF THE WAGE STABILIZATION BoARD 
THE PROBLEM 


On April 21, 1951, the President issued Executive Order No. 10233, 
reconstituting the structure and functions of the Wage Stabilization 
Board. The Wage Stabilization Board, according to the Executive 
order, has two major functions—a stabilization function and a disputes- 
handling function. Disputes may reach the Wage Stabilization 
Board in one of two ways: By joint submission of union and manage- 
ment and by certification of the President that the dispute ‘is of a 
character which substantially threatens the progress of national 
defense.’ If the dispute gets to the Board by joint submission, the 
proceeding is, in effect, voluntary arbitration In case of a Presiden- 
tial certification to the Board, the Board’s authority is limited to 
recommendations looking toward settlement of the dispute. Execu- 
tive Order No. 10233 was recommended to the President by the 
public, labor, and agricultural representatives of the National Advisory 
Board on Mobilization Policy. The management representatives 
dissented from the recommendations. 

The issue before us is whether the Wage Stabilization Board should 
have disputes-handling functions, particularly the so-called non- 
economic disputes-handling functions. It is agreed that the Board 
necessarily must have the power to settle disputes involving its own 
regulations, In line with the jurisdiction conferred upon us as a 
standing subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Labor and Publie 
Welfare, we proceeded to hold hearings on the impact of the Wage 
Stabilization Board on labor-management disputes. The subcom- 
mittee heard: Mr. Eric Johnston, the Administrator of the Economic 
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Stabilization Agency; Dr. George W. Taylor, Chairman of the Wage 
Stabilization Board; Mr. Hoyt P. Steele, vice president of the Benja- 
min Electric Manufacturing Co., representing the United States 
Chamber of Commerce; Mr. Ira Mosher, representing the National 
Association of Manufacturers; Mr. Arthur Goldberg, representing the 
Congress of Industrial Organizations; Mr. Walter Mason, representing 
the American Federation of Labor; Dr. William M. Leiserson; and 
Mr. David Cole, as expert witnesses with extensive experience in 
dealing with emergency disputes as public representatives. 

This report represents a careful consideration of the testimony of 
all the witnesses. 

THE ECONOMIC FACTS 


To appraise the need for the kind of disputes machinery set up in 
Executive Order No. 10233, it is necessary to make some judgments 
about the course of the defense production program. Certain tenden- 
cies seem very clear. An increasingly larger proporticn of the gross 
national product—the volume of goods and services produced by our 
economy—will go for defense purposes. Mr. Charles E. Wilson esti- 
mated that ‘‘the proportion is now 8 percent and by the end of 1951, 
will be about 15 percent.”’ There will be a physically smaller volume 
of goods available for consumer purchase and a larger volume of goods 
and services produced for military account. By the same token, there 
will be, as there is now, a larger amount of consumer income pressing 
against a relatively smaller volume of goods and services available 
for purchase. Finally, there will be a shrinking of manpower involved 
in producing consumer goods, and an expansion of the manpowet 
producing military goods. Mr. Wilson’s estimate here is that 
the portion of the labor force engaged directly or indirectly in defense production 
will have to be inereased by 3,000,000 to 4,000,000 workers in 1951. Part of this 
requirement may be met by a shift of workers from nondefense to defense pro- 
duction. However, in order to meet the requirements fully F : * we need 
to add a large number of persons to the present working force as a whole. 

In short, the consumer segment of the economy will continue to 
decline, and the military segment will continue to expand. 

The impact of these flows in our economy on industrial relations 
is bound to be substantial. Unless we are successful in controlling 
prices and wages, we will be confronted with an upward spiraling of 
these two vital elements in our economy. The effect of this spiraling 
will inevitably lead to industrial unrest. Similarly, when the require- 
ments of conversion to munitions production are translated into thei 
effects on labor-management relations, if experience is any guide, 
they will be unavoidably creating sources of friction between labor and 
management, as dislocations in the economy always do. 

Free collective bargaining between unions and management can 
function most effectively only when the parties are at liberty to 
determine their own rvles, but we are now ip a situation where many 
of the rules must be determined by the requirements of public policy 
in a defense economy, and to an increasing extent, these rules deter- 
mined by public policy are overriding the kinds of agreements which 
unions and management would normally enter into, absent a defense 
program. Dr. Taylor put the problem to us in this way: 

44 carrying out the mandate of the Defense Production Act to establish con- 

r wages, limits have necessarily been placed upon the extent to which 
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employers and unions may engage in free collective bargaining over issues involv- 
ing wages. Such limits make it far more than ordinarily difficult for the bargaining 
parties to reach agreements. 

In further pursuance of the act, the curtailment of production for civilian 
needs and the expansion of production to meet military requirements, together 
with the necessity to withdraw civilian manpower for military purposes and to 
increase the over-all working force of the Nation, rs uises a host of industrial rela- 
tions problems unrelated to wages. Relations which were otherwise stable will 
become increasingly unsettled in the rapid change -over from an economy of 
peace to an economy of preparation. 

If I might interpolate just there the substance of it is this: That the preparation 
for defense creates a whole new type of industrial relations problems that would 
not otherwise be encountered as a result of restrictions on the latitude of parties 
to bargain over wages. Meeting the problems of seniority, for example, which 
comes into being as new people are brought in the work force and other people 
are taken out of the work force to go to the armed services, hosts of problems of 
that nature are created by the need to mobilize for the defense effort. 


If we are to minimize the dislocating consequences of the change- 
over from a civilian economy to partial mobilization, we need to pro- 
vide public machinery to help resolve the conflicts which will inevitably 


develop. To be sure, it is hoped that unions and management will 
seek on their own to accommodate themselves to the mew rules and 
keep Government intervention at a minimum. But in these critical 


times, we dare not indulge ourselves completely in the peacetime right 
of permitting the parties to fight it out on the picket line. 

We have, it seems to us, an abundant factual basis to support the 
proposition that controls of some sort are needed to maintain the 
unrestricted flow of production for defense, and at the same time deal 
equitably with the legitimate interests of all groups in our economy. 
It is also well to bear in mind that the simple arithmetic of defense 
production adds up to restrictions on the normal ways of doing business 
in a free economy. It is big a impossible to devise controls which 
will hurt nobody. And in keeping with our democratic system, we 
must seek to maintain an ons of sacrifice. 


LEGALITY OF THE WAGE STABILIZATION BOARD 


Many issues have arisen with respect to the organization of the new 
Wage Stabilization Board under Executive Order No. 10233, most of 
them stemming from the handling of noneconomic disputes certified 
by the President to the Wage Stabilization Board. 

The first issue involves the legal standing of the Wage Stabilization 
Board. It is not, we believe, in conflict with the provisions of title I 
of the Labor-Management Relations Act of 1947. The relevant 
portions of title Il, section 206, prescribe: 

Whenever in the opinion of the President of the United States, a threatened or 
actual strike or lock-out affecting an entire industry or a substantial part thereof 

* * will, if permitted to occur or continue imperil the national health or 


safety, he may appoint a board of inquiry to inquire into the issues involved in 
the dispute and to make a written report to him. * * * 


This national emergency section then goes on to requite a report with- 
out recommendations, a petition for an 80-day injunction by the 
Attorney General, a vote among the striking employees, and a report 
by the President to the Congress if the dispute is not settled. 

It is well to note that the scope of the emergency strike must affect 
“an entire industry or a substantial part thereof,” in order to qualify 
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for the series of procedures set forth in this section of the Taft- 
Hartley law. 

The emergency disputes provisions of the Taft-Hartley law were not 
designed to meet problems of the sort developing in a defense economy. 
Specifically, this means that it is entirely possible that a small-parts 
manufacturer making a part important to the defense effort can be 
involved in a dispute and not qualify under the Taft-Hartley law as 
a dispute affecting ‘tan entire industry or a See thereof. 

There are other differences. The procedure set forth in Executive 
Order No. 10233, contemplates reliance on voluntary scabiniaaae by 
the parties in the recommendations of the Wage Stabilization Board 
in specific disputes. ‘The Taft-Hartley fact-finding board, by way o 
contrast, May not make recommendations 

It is ¢onceivable that the same dispute will meet the requirements 
of the emergency disputes provisions of both the ‘Taft-Hartley law 
and of the Executive order. There is no such situation in sight, but 
should it arise, the President is the Initiating factor in both procedures, 
and he will have the responsibility for deciding which route will 
dispose of the dispute most effectively—or he may use both routes 
depending upon the circumstances. 

In brief, the disputes-handling functions of the Wage Stabilization 
Board are an addition to, rather than a substitute for, the emergency 
disput es provisions of the Taft-Hartle Vv law 

It is worth noting also that the explicit provisions of the Executive 
order forbid, in section 4, any 


action inconsistent with the provisions of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, 
as amended, other Federal labor standards statutes, the Labor-Management 
Relations Aet of 1947, or with other applicable laws. 

The new Wage Stabilization Board, insofar as it deals with the non- 
economic disputes, does not rely on title V of the Defense Production 
Act for its authority. Title V contemplated a War Labor Board 

World War II) type of operation arising out of a no-strike, no-lock-out 
agreement in a conference among labor, management, and public 
representatives There has been no such agreement and consequently 
no such board has been organized 

\Moreover, the power and authority of the Wage Stabilization Board, 
as such, are limited to intervention at the request of the parties or 
upon Presidential certification. It may not intervene in a dispute on 
its own motion, nor does it have any compulsory powers to bring 
unions or management before it in any proceeding. For example, 
it even lacks the authority to issue subpenas. 

The disputes-handling functions of the W: age Stabilization Board are 
based on th President’s executive powers derived from the constitu- 
tion, e. g., to procure defense materials as Commander in Chief 
There is no exact statutory provision for the noneconomic disputes- 
handling functions exercised by this particular Wage Stabilization 
Board, but there is ample historic precedent for Presidential mediation 
of labor-management disputes of national importance. 

The Executive order, insofar as it is concerned with disputes, neither 
adds nor detracts from the existing rights of labor and management 
in collective bargaining; nor does it contravene any law. All the 
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Kxecutive order does is to set up one additional avenue of voluntary 
settlement if the President believes that an unresolved dispute will 
adversely affect defense production. The following colloquy between 
Senator Humphrey and Dr. Taylor, Chairman of the Wage Stabiliza- 
tion Board, is illuminating on the concept underlying the disputes 
functions of the Board. 
Senator HumpHREY. You have reason to feel that the voluntary appr 

work satisfactorily? 


Dr. Taytor. I think we ought to bend every effort to make it work because you 
come into this kind of program and people get concerned a} t tl f f j 
and in the battle to prot t freedom vou lose it As a friend of mine sa 
bit of a philosopher Maybe ou ean fight for freedom with freedom 

At least certainly we should start out with the assumption that f 
for freedom with freedom Che essence of collective bargaining ts 
think collective bargaining and joint understanding and people 
meeting of the minds has advantages even in a period like now 

I do not think the values of that kind of set-up are ited to more 


I think they have values now, Mr. Chairman, t 
sIpate unnecessarl 


1+ | 


It seems to us that the President would be derelict in his duty 
not seek to utilize all means at his disposal as the Chief Executive to 


minimize strikes in this period of emergency. We have here a 
mechanism which in the judgment of the President and in the ju 
ment of 12 distinguished citizens from public, agriculture, and labo 


institutions has a fair chance of minimizing strikes. Although the 
industry spokesmen ultimately dissented from this proposal, it is 
worth noting that initially they thought well enough of the program 
to consider it with “their people.” ! 

Now, it must be recognized that the recommendations of a Presi- 
dential board do have some moral force behind them. ‘That, indeed, is 
the purpose for creating a board in the first place. It is intended that 
the board will help the disputants to arrive at a settlement 

The recommendations of the Wage Stabilization Board in disputes 
certified by the President have no compulsive force. The parties are 
free to disregard recommendations of the Wage Stabilization Board, 
but it is hoped that, considering the stature of the Board, its findings 
will carry sufficient weight to bring the parties closer to agreement 

There is, of course, the President’s authority to seize plants unae 
the Selective Service Act, but this is an authority which exists in 
pen lently of the Wage Stabilization Board and its disputes handlin 
functions. In any case, seizure is an extraordinary remedy, and the 
authority to seize, operates whether or not there is a disputes-handling 
machinery. 

Following is a summary comparative analysis of three procedures 
for the handling of disputes, the prese nt Wage Stabilization Board, the 
emergency re provisions of the Taft-Hartley law, and the Wat 
Labor Board ¢ f World War Il. The latter is included on the basis 
that it is this type of board which is contemplated in title V of the 


Defense Production Act. 





A lestimony of Ira Mosher, | 418, trear 
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Comparison between new Wage Stabilization Board (disputes-handling functions), 
Taft-Hartley emergency dispute provisions and War Labor Board (World War I1) 


Wage Stabilization f ae War Labor Board (World 
Board Paft-Hartley War II) 


Source of author- | Executive Order No. | Labor-Management Re War Disputes Act, 1943, Execu- 





ity 10233 lations Act, 1947 tive Order No. 9370 
Powers available Fact-finding board with | 1, Fact-finding without | 1. Decisions of the Board “to 
to handle d power to make recom- recommendations decide the disnute.”’ 
putes mendations but rec- | 2. 80-day injunctions 2. Based on no-strike no-lock-out 
ommendations not 3. Ballot among = em- pledge 
binding on the parties. ployees on accept- | 3. Sanctions through 
ing final offer of 1) Director of Economic 
emplover Stabilization. 
4. Presidential report to (>) Withholding of WLB 
Congress benefits 
War Manpower Com- 
mission 
1) Subpena power 
Jurisdiction.......| President certifies dis- | President is of opinion | Finding by. the Conciliation 
pute “substantially strike affects ‘‘an en- Service that disputes ‘‘may 
threatens the progress tire industry or sub- lead to substantial interruption 
of national defense.”’ stantial part thereof’’ with war effort.””, WLB could 
imperilir the na ilso take action on own motion 
tional health ind 
Safety 
Lir itions (sp No actions inconsistent | Not applicable to Rail Conformity to Fair Labor Stand- 
fied tl Fair Labor | way Labor Act ards Act, National Labor Re- 
Standards Act, other itions Act, Emergency Price 
ae standar Is laws, Control Act 
ind ift-Hart 


In brief, the essential differences between these three types of Gov- 
ernment intervention in labor-management relations seem to be as 
follows: 

. The Wage Stabilization Board has no compulsory power at all 
in se titling disputes, in marked contrast to the Taft-Hartlev law and 
the War Labor Board of World War II, which could bring to bear 
considerable power of a compulsory character. 

2. The jurisdiction of the Wage Stabilization Board (in the limited 
way indicated), with respect to the kinds of disputes which can be 
brought to it, seems to be more circumscribed than that of the old 
War Labor Board and less circumscribed than the emergency disputes 
provisions of the Taft-Hartley law. 


NONECONOMIC DISPUTES AND THE WAGE STABILIZATION BOARD 


Another point at issue is whether the Board should handle noneco- 
nomic disputes, and, in the case of the Chamber of Commerce’s posi- 
tion, as expressed at our hearings, the handling of economic disputes 
which do not require action by the Wage Stabilization Board under 
its wage regulations. In our judgment, the realities of collective 
bargaining are such that it would be unrealistic to isolate economic 
from noneconomic disputes as appropriate subjects of Wage Stabiliza- 
tion Board handling. When union and management bargain, they 
bargain on a package basis, which includes both economic and non- 
economic matters. Both sides will invariably bargain a wage increase, 
say, against a seniority provision—a call-in-pay provision against an 
hours Sieaeia. ete. Or as Mr. Cole told us, one unresolved issue in 
negotiation will stalemate consideration of all other issues in dispute. 
A strike on noneconomic issues can be just as damaging to the defense 
program as any other kind of strike since what happens in a strike is 
that workers stop working. If we want to minimize lost time on ac- 
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count of strikes, we have to provide some alternative outlets for resolv- 
ing disputes. 

We must keep in mind what really is the alternative to the utiliza- 
tion of Government disputes machinery under the present Executive 
order. It will ultimately, for the vast majority of cases, be the strike, 
not the machinery of the Taft-Hartley law, because, as we have seen, 
the Taft-Hartley emergency disputes provision applies only to an 
“entire industry or a substantial part thereof.’’ And if we say that 
there is no need for Government machinery to deal with a specific 
noneconomic dispute, we are, in effect, saying that the parties, if they 
choose, may feel free to settle the matter through a strike 

We must, of course, face the possibility that the creation of disputes 
machinery will dampen efforts for free collective bargaining. It is 
always likely that the side which thinks it can get more out of a 
Government board will not bargain up to the hilt—but will utilize 
Government machine ‘rv to get a better bargain. This is a real possi- 
bility, but the hard facts of defense production have already tempered 
the freedom of the parties to eres the kind of agreement they 
want, so that, willy-nilly, the Government and the public interest is 
an omnipresent third party at all collective bargaining negotiations. 


STABILIZATION AND FREEZE 


It is apparent to us that much of the animus against the disputes 
handling functions of the Wage Stabilization Board stems from the 
apprehension that the drift of wage policy will be pressured upwi ard. 
It stems, too, we believe, from the related misconce ption that the 
terms “stabilization’”’ and ‘‘freeze’”’ are synonymous. They are not 
synonymous. 

They are not synonymous as a matter of law, nor as a matter of 
wise public policy. As a matter of law, the Defense Production Act 
and its legislative history clearly contemplated provision for reme- 
dying hards ship and inequities. There is nothing in the law which 
gives a ‘freeze’? connotation to the concept of stabilization. As a 
matter of sound public policy in a period of mobilization, it would 
be extremely unwise to disregard by way of illustration a rising 
cost of living, different rates in one plant for the same job, the use 
of wage incentives to attract workers to remote production centers, 
and as the Defense Production Act prescribes, ‘‘the national effort 
to achieve maximum production.’’ Moreover, a freeze which would 
override in wholesale fashion existing provisions and agreements 
for graduated wage increases based on productivity, cost of living, 
or merit would play havoc with the manpower and production goals 
of the defense program. 

Nor can stabilization, on the other hand, mean free rein to wage 
increases. It clearly means firm controls, which will give constructive 
meaning to the public interest in keeping the whole economy on an 
even keel. But controls must be based on an intelligent under- 
standing of how we can get workers to produce more in a democratic 
society. 

Mr. Johnston has provided us with a good working concept of 
stabilization: 


Stabilization, Mr. Chairman, does not mean, as I am sure it does not in the 
dictionary definition or any other definition, a static something which is fixed 
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and frozen. Stabilization means to bring the elements of the economy into 
proper balance with each other so that they can function intelligently. I think 
that is what we are attempting to do in the stabilization program, attempting 
to bring wages, prices, credit, interest, imports, procurement from abroad, and 
production into proper balance. In order to have stability, these must be brought 
into balance. When one gets materially out of line with the others, you have 
imbalance and instability. 


There are no easy formulas to insure that our emergenev labor 
] 


pohey reflects our determination to achieve genuine stabilization 
We must rely on the judgment and sense of responsibilitv of the 18- 
man board and the EK economic Stabilization Avency. We must cer- 
tainly give the Board a chance to function before we appraise its 


effectiveness 

One outcome is certain: If we can effectively stabilize the cost of 
livin we will be able to minimize the disputes potential and recourse 
to Government boards for adjudication of disputes between unions 


and managements. 

The overwhelming consensus is that wage stabilization alone will 
not stabilize the cost of living. Every witness before our subcom- 
mittee has emphasized the fact that direct wage and price controls 
will be extraordinarily difficult, if not impossible, to administer in 
the absence of effective indirect controls that is, tax policy, credit 
restrictions, ete. The legislative responsibility for considering these 
indirect controls belongs to other committees of the Senate. But 
we cannot overstress this fact: How we handle these indirect controls 
to curb inflation and to promote defense mobilization will, in a very 
real sense, have as much, if not more, bearing on the condition of 
industrial relations in this period than the rules and recommendations 
of the Wage Stabilization Board. Our policy on indirect controls 
will determine whether the cost of living is to be a constant menace 
to the purchasing power of workers’ wages and thus provoke them to 
pressure for higher wages on this account. Our policy on indirect 
controls will also determine whether we shall have the sort of psvcho- 
logical climate which will lead to popular aeceptance of controls 
in the belief that every segment of the population is being equally 
affected; or whether we shall have a climate where people believe one 
element of the population is being given preferred treatment at the 
expense of other elements. If the latter situation prevails, it will be 
extremely difficult to stimulate the kind of self-restraint on economic 
behavior as usual which is so indispensable to the effective con- 
duct of our defense effort. The most we can ask of wage policy, as 
such, is that it reflect a clear-cut determination to stabilize wage rates 
consistent with fair treatment for labor and management and with 
achieving the production goals of the defense mobilization program. 

If it is conceded that noneconomic disputes should be handled, it 
may be argued that the board which interprets stabilization policy 
ought not be the same board which recommends disputes settlements. 
Our judgment on this issue may be summarized as follows: 

1) The statutory responsibility for the formulation of stabilization 
policy belongs in any case to the Economic Stabilization Agency, so 
that in an important sense, there is separation between the disputes 
and stabilization policy functions. 

2) To the extent that the Wage Stabilization Board recommends 
stabilization policies to the Administrator, it should not divorce itself 
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from disputes functions, especially because, as we have said, no firm 
lines can be drawn between wage issues and nonwage issues, It 
seems to us that this is a minimum requirement for a unified emergency 
labor policy. 

(3) It is probable that the moral force of a recommendation of the 
Wage Stabilization Board in securing a resolution of a dispute will be 
greater than that of a separate disputes board. 


PRIPARIITISM 


The issue of tripartitism has been raised. Is the equal representa- 
tion of labor, management and the public a valuable and useful device 
to develop and enforce the industrial relations objectives of the defense 
economy? Our subcommittee has made some general observations 
on this point in its report on labor participation 

At this point, we can say it is inconceivable that stringent controls 
on what unions and management can do and cannot do, can be de- 
veloped and administered without the responsible participation of the 
affected interest Froups As we said in our r 
tion, we cannot enforce mobilization police, by putting policeme! in 
every factory and in every mill. The program would soon break down 
if we used the policeman’s approach. If we are going to impose, and 
we are, drastic limitations on what unions and managements can 
negotiate in collective bargaining, then we need to give labor and man- 
agement an effective voice in determining the scope of that policy 

The Executive order contains no unconditional guaranty that it is 
the final word in the handling of labor-management relations in the 
defense economy Circumstances mavy verv we I] require changes li 
administration and in policy. We feel, however, that the judgment 
of the President and the National Mobilization Advisory Committee 
of the Wage Stabilization Board should be respected and their pro 
posals be given an adequate trial 


port on labor participa- 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


We are not now in an all-out war but we dare not disregard the 


likelihood of an all-out war. Executive Order No. 10233 has designed 
a voluntary scheme of disputes handling for the situation as it is now 
preparedness. If the international situation deteriorates, we may 


Very well Want to utilize the kind ol compulsory machine ry contenm- 


plated by title V of the Defense Production A: 

We recommend therefore that: 

1) Title V of the Defense Production Act be retained. 

(2) No statutory limitations be imposed on the President’s author- 
itv to deal with disputes through voluntary machinery; such limita- 
tions, we believe, would infringe on the President’s constitutional 
power. 

Many of the issues indispute with respect to the Wage Stabilization 
Board arise because we have not yet, as Dr. Leiserson pointed out, 
established permanent satisfactory machinery for the handling of 
labor-management disputes. It is the firm intention of the sub- 
committee to continue its investigation of this phase of the problem 
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
FINDINGS 


1. Additional tools for the voluntary handling of disputes between 
unions and management are well warranted by the requirements of 
defense production. 

2. Executive Order No. 10233, reconstructing the Wage Stabiliza- 
tion Board, is a valid exercise of the President’s constitutional au- 
thority as Chief Executive and Commander in Chief. 

3. Executive Order No. 10233 does not in any way run counter to 
the Defense Production Act or the Taft-Hartley Act. It is simply 
an additional tool, not a substitute for these laws. To avoid possible 
conflict, the Wage Stabilization Board has developed understandings 
with the National Labor Relations Board and the Federal Conciliation 
and Mediation Service. 

The Wage Stabilization Board relies completely on voluntary 
means for settling disputes and is, therefore, an extension of free 
collective bargaining. The Board has no powers of legal compulsion. 

The Wage Board can properly handle so-called economic and 
noneconomic disputes because: (@) It is unrealistic to distinguish 
between economic and noneconomic disputes; (6) both types of dis- 
pute can interfere with the defense production. 

6. The Taft-Hartley law’s emergency disputes provisions were not 
designed to deal with strikes in a mobilization period. The Wage 
Stabilization Board provides another alternative to the strike where 
the Taft-Hartley law is not applicable. 

7. Firm wage stabilization will not function unless we have adequate 
indirect controls. 

8. The remedying of hardships and inequities is properly a part 
of a firm wage-stabilization program, as a matter of law and good 
policy. 

9. A unified labor policy for the emergency makes it desirable that 
the disputes function be administered by the Wage Stabilization 
Board and not by a& separ ate agency. 

10. The tripartite principle should be retained in the organization 
of the Wage Stabilization Board because people affected by these 
sweeping contiols should have a responsible voice in formulating them 
to the extent consistent with the public interest. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


|. Title V of the Defense Production Act is not being used now. It 
me however, be held in reserve against the possibility that a 
deterioration of the international situation mi: iv re quire more strin, rent 
cont tele on labor-management relations 

2. No limitations should be put upon the President’s authority to 
use such voluntary machinery as he sees fit to minimize disputes be- 
tween labor and management. It would be improper and constitu- 
tionally invalid to abridge such exercise of the President’s authority. 





INDIVIDUAL VIEWS OF SENATOR TAFT 


I cannot concur in the foregoing report on the Wage Stabilization 
Board. I find myself somewhat in the same position as the Senator 
from New York, Mr. lves, who, bee ‘ause of lac k of time properly to 
consider this report, has refused to express e ther assent to or dissent 
from it. Therefore I do not intend to make any extended discussion 
of my views in this dissent, or mention more than one or two matters. 

I do not agree that the President has any constitutional authority 
either as Chief Executive or Commander in Chief to issue any such 
Executive order as 10233; even though the Wage Stabilization Board 
created thereby has no legal powers of compulsion. No doubt statu- 
tory authority can be found for the appointment of men to advise the 
President on actions which he may take in any field but a prohibition 
against the establishment of any such Board is certainly within the 
constitutional powers of Congress. 

[ disagree emphatically with the statement that the authority given 
the present Wage Stabilization Board is an e ev" nsion of free collective 
bargaining. Every witness who appeared before the subcommittee 
took the opposite position, and agreed that the existence of a Gov- 
ernment board having the authority to consider the settlement of 
disputes would delay, interfere with, and at times replace the processes 
of free collective bargaining. 

I have heretofore expressed my opinion, an opinion which I now 
reaffirm, that any board having the power of administering the wage- 
stabilization program should have at least a majority of its members 
free from connections with either management or labor, and free to 
act solely in the interests of the public for the prevention of inflation. 

I reserve the right to propose amendments to the Defense Produc- 
tion Act when it is considered on the floor of the Senate. 
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